Applying these principles to the case before us, we must next
decide whether the notice to provide safeguard at issue here, referencing
"fallen rock and cement blocks at three locations," and requiring 24
inches of clearance on both sides of the conveyor belt should have put
SOCCO on notice that conditions such as the water described in the
citation fell within the safeguard's prohibitions.  We conclude that it
did not.

The underlying safeguard notice was issued by an Inspector concerned
with the presence of cement blocks and rocks in a travelway.  The presence
of these solid objects in the walkway would present an obvious stumbling
hazard and, depending on the amount of material or debris, could prevent
passage altogether.  Abatement of the identified condition could readily
occur by removal of these objects.  Similar physical impediments to safe
travel have been the subject of identical safeguards issued at other
mines.  See, e.g., Jim Walter Resources, 6 FMSHRC 1815 (July 1984)(ALJ),
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1985.  Under the rule of interpretation enunciated above, further
instances of physical obstructions in travelways, whether rocks, cement
blocks, or other objects such as construction materials, mine equipment,
or debris would fall within the scope of the safeguard.

The alleged obstruction cited in this case, an accumulation of
water, was neither specifically identified in the safeguard notice,
suggested thereby, nor in our opinion even contemplated by the inspector
when he Issued his safeguard notice.  The presence of water in an under-
ground coal mine is not an unusual condition; it sometimes results from
its introduction into the mining process, but often it is caused by
natural ground conditions.  The record in this case indicates that
natural water seepage was common at this mine, particularly at the
location involved.  Given the frequency of wet ground conditions in the
mine, and the basic dissimilarity between such conditions and solid
obstructions such as rocks and debris, we find that SOCCO was not given
sufficient notice by the underlying safeguard notice issued in 1978 that
either wet conditions in general or the particular conditions cited in
1983 by the inspector in this case would violate the underlying safeguard
notice's terms.

We do not hold that a safeguard notice pertaining to hazardous
conditions caused by wetness could not be issued.  Conditions such as
those cited by the inspector here, if hazardous, can just as readily be
eliminated by issuance of safeguard notices specifically addressing such
conditions.  By taking this approach rather than bootstrapping dissimilar
hazards into previously issued safeguard notices, the operator's right
to notice of conditions that violate the law and subject It to penalties
can be protected with no undue infringement of the Secretary's authority
or loss of miner safety.nse for the raising or acceptance of  purely  semantic arguments.
